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The intent of this study was to reveal students'
perceptions of expectations of their teachers, the
utility of schooling, their self-concept of their
ability and their attitudes toward their teachers in
math, reading, science and social studies for the
purpose of initiating a plan of improvement to enhance
student achievement.
The subjects were seventh grade students randomly
selected, using the Iowa Test Of Basic Skills as the
basis of selection, from the ten highest scoring
schools and the ten lowest scoring schools in a
suburban school district of Atlanta, Georgia. Data
collection took place during the fall quarter. Test
results are from the Spring administration previous to
that fall quarter.
The instrument used to gather data was the Student
Diagnostic Motivation Questionnaire (SDMQ) as developed
by Kenneth Matthews and Carvin Brown (1987). This
instrument measured students' perceptions of teacher
expectation, the utility of schooling, students'
attitudes toward teachers, and students' self-concept
in math, reading, science and social studies. The
sample consisted of 141 students (10% of the total
population). All questionnaires, except one, were
returned within the seven-day allotted time span. One
returned questionnaire had no responses which resulted
in a total of 139 participants.
Using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS), a Factorial Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) was used with appropriate t-tests where
significance was found. Of the sixteen hypotheses
tested, there was a significant difference in students'
perceptions in nine hypotheses. Students' perceptions
of the variables as they relate to the subject areas
can be used to help implement a plan of improvement in
the areas of math, reading, science and social studies.
The results were reviewed in the light of previous
research into the four variables. The implications and
findings were discussed and some recommendations were
presented.
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A COMPARISON OF STUDENTS' PERCEPTIONS FROM
LOW-ACHIEVING SCHOOLS AND HIGH-ACHIEVING SCHOOLS OF
THEIR TEACHERS, SCHOOLING, AND THEMSELVES IN MATH,
READING, SCIENCE AND SOCIAL STUDIES
Chapter 1: Introduction
Background to the Problem
This study was conducted in an urban Atlanta,
Georgia school system with approximately seventy
thousand students. The system is administered by the
Board of Education through the superintendent and his
staff (See Appendixes A and B).
From the writer's experience, it became apparent
that students were receiving differential treatment
from teachers. It was also apparent thet this
treatment was affecting some students' performance,
either knowingly or unbeknown to the teachers. Having
observed this treatment, the writer felt that some
means of causing teachers to be aware of this
differential treatment and how it affected the.students
would help to improve the students' performance in the
long run.
The means by which this awareness would be made
known would be through students' perceptions for, as
John Lyly stated in "Endymion", 1578, "'Tis an old saw,
children and fools speake true." Translated in
Bartlett's Famous Quotations, "children and fools
cannot lie." These statements are not totally believed
by the writer, however, it is felt that much attention
should be given to students' thoughts and perceptions
when decisions are made for them.
In recent years, interest in how students perceive
instructional events has intensified in response to a
growing awareness that students influence instruction
and its outcomes as much as teachers do (Berliner,
1976; Doyle, 1977; Weinstein, 1983). Research on
students' thought processes examines how teaching or
teachers influence what students think, believe, feel,
say, or do that affects their achievement (Wittrock,
1986). This research further concludes that teaching
influences student thinking and students' thinking
mediates learning and achievement. Student achievement
on standardized tests is one of the indicators of
school effectiveness (Squires, et al, 1984). Now that
we know, based on findings of such researchers as ,
Weinstein, 1983, and Wittrock, 1986, that students'
achievement is affected by verbal and non-verbal
behaviors of their teachers, research is needed to show
how teachers feel toward their students and how the
expression of these feelings influence student thought
and learning (Graham, 1984).
Researchers have identified several influences
that foster student achievement on standardized tests.
Academic performance appears to be influenced, stated
Matthews (1978), by the combined effects of at least
seven important variables. They are: 1) inherited
capacity to learn, 2) learning experiences, 3) external
resources, 4) attitude toward teachers, 5) perceptions
of teachers expectations and values, 6) perceptions of
the future utility of schooling, and 7) self-concept of
ability. It was later found, (Matthews, 1979) that
effort to achieve in school is the product of two of
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•Beyond the influence of schooling
Mote. From "Improving Academic Performance" by
K.M. Matthews, November 1979, The Educational Forum.
(1) self-concept of ability to achieve; and (2) the
desire (motivation) to achieve. The desire to achieve
is influenced by interactions among pupil perceptions
of the future utility of school, perceptions of
teachers' expectations and values, and the attitudes of
pupils toward their teachers. Figure 1 illustrates
these interactions.
In the state of Georgia, a mandate from the State
General Assembly to the State Board of Education
requires nationally norm-referenced tests for students
in grades two, four, seven, and nine (Georgia's Quality
Basic Education Act,[QBE] 1987). Criterion -
referenced tests are required for grades one, three,
six, and ten to measure student performance on the
basic Georgia curriculum. A report showing the
students' performance on these tests is required for
the governor and the people of the state. The 1987
report of results for the Dekalb County School System
indicated that 30% of the schools scored below the 50th
percentile on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills. To
improve these scores, according to recent research
(Wang, Reynolds and Walberg, 1986) students should be
given the opportunity to play a part in selecting some
learning goals and activities. They, then, should be
included-in the planning process.
Statement of The Problem
Teachers and administrators have generally been the
ones responsible for writing improvement plans for
students. The role of student perceptions in mediating
the effects of teacher behaviors on learning outcomes,
however, has recently received some clear support
(Brattesani, Weinstein, and Marshall, 1984). Yet, the
incorporation of students' feelings into plans for the
improvement of their academic achievement continues to
be a problem to be resolved. Therefore, the first
intent of this study was to reveal students'
perceptions of expectations of their teachers, the
utility of schooling, their self-concept of their
ability and their attitudes toward their teachers in
math, reading, science and social studies for the
purpose of initiating a plan of improvement to enhance
student achievement. The second intent was to offer the
results of this study to teachers of students in the
population in an effort to change teacher behaviors
and, thus, change student perceptions. Through the use
of the findings of this study, it is the writers desire
that strategies for changing negative student
perceptions can also be developed by teachers whose
students' scores are lowest.
Significance of the Problem
An analysis of the variables of this study paved
the way for formulating a plan for improving negative
student perceptions which deter academic performance.
The results of this study would be particularly helpful
to those schools whose national curve equivalent scores
on nationally normed tests fall below fifty. An
awareness of the problem could help put into effect a
theory proposed by Botkins, et al (1979) that states,
"the average person, even when living in deprivation
and obscurity, is endowed with an innate brain
capacity, and hence a learning ability, which can be
stimulated and enhanced far beyond the current
relatively modest levels."
Research Questions
1. Do students from low-achieving schools and
high-achieving schools perceive teacher
expectations differently in their reading
classes?
2. Do students from low-achieving schools and
high-achieving schools perceive teacher
expectations differently in their science
classes?
3. Do students from low-achieving schools and
high-achieving schools perceive teacher
expectations differently in their social
studies classes?
4. Do students from low-achieving schools and
high-achieving schools perceive teacher
expectations differently in their math
classes?
5. Is there a difference in students' perceptions
of their attitudes toward their reading
teachers in low-achieving schools and
high-achieving schools?
6. Is there a difference in students' perceptions
of their attitudes toward their math teachers
in low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools?
7. Is there a difference in students' perceptions
of their attitudes toward their science
teachers in low-achievings schools and
high-achievings schools?
8. Is there a difference in students' perceptions
of their attitudes toward their social studies
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teachers in low-achieving schools and
high-achieving schools?
9. Is there a difference in low-achieving and
high-achieving schools in students'
perceptions of their own abilities in the area
of reading?
10. Is there a difference in low-achieving and
high-achieving schools in students'
perceptions of their own abilities in the area
of math?
11. Is there a difference in low-achieving and
high-achieving schools in students'
perceptions of their own abilities in the area
of science?
12. Is there a difference in low-achieving and
high-achieving schools in students'
perceptions of their own abilities in the area
of social studies?
13. Do students in high-achieving schools perceive
the future utility of reading differently from
students in low-achieving schools?
14. Do students in high-achieving schools perceive
the future utility of math differently from
students in low-achieving schools?
15. Do students in high-achieving schools perceive
the future utility of science differently from
students in low-achieving schools?
16. Do students in high-achieving schools perceive
the future utility of social studies
differently from students in low-achieving
schools?
Definition of Terms
Self-concept of ability refers to the students'
perception of how good he is at getting high grades,
how good is he as a student, how good is he at
learning, and his true ability in reading, science,
social studies, and math as measured by the Student
Diagnostic Motivation Questionnaire.
Attitude refers to the students' perceptions of how
much the teacher likes and works with them, in addition
to how they like and want to please the teacher as
measured by the Student Diagnostic Motivation
Questionnaire.
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Teacher expectation, for the purposes of this study,
refers to students' perceptions from low-achieving
schools and high-achieving schools of a teacher's
display of belief in the students abilities as measured
by the Student Diagnostic Motivation Questionnaire.
Utility of Schooling refers to the students'
perceptions of the usefulness of reading, science,
social studies, and math in the curriculum as they
prepare to get a good job and be successful in life as
measured by the Student Diagnostic Motivation
Questionnaire.
The high-achieving schools in this study are ten
schools in the system whose scores were highest above
the national norm on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.
The low-achieving schools are the ten schools in the
system whose scores were the lowest below the national
norm on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.
The national norm for the Iowa Test of Basic Skills,
using normal curve equivalents (NCE), is 50.
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Summary; Chapter I
The intent of Chapter I was to direct attention to
the consideration of the following aspects of this
study: (1) the definition of the problem as it relates
to the study, (b) the significance of the study as it
relates to a relevant problem in our society today,
that of student academic performance, and (c) the
formulation of specific questions to which the study is
directed.
The chapter recounts several references in which
student perceptions are vital to their achievement.
Although some studies have been conducted regarding the
subject, it is not a common practice to include
students' perceptions as a major component in
formulating improvement plans for their academic
achievement. This chapter indicates that the need is
evident.
Specifically, the study is concerned with
analyzing student perceptions of selected schools'
effectiveness as they relate to teacher expectations,
student values toward schooling, students'
self-concepts of their ability and students' attitudes
toward teachers. The findings will be utilized to
offer data for formulating strategies for improvement
in some of those schools.
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Chapter II: Review of the Literature
The literature reviewed in this study explores the
perceived expectations of students and the perceptions
of students regarding the effect these expectations
have on their performance. In addition, students'
attitudes, teacher attitudes and behaviors, and student
values of schooling will be discussed as they relate to
student achievement.
The crucial element in classroom life is the
quality of the personal relationship between the
teacher and each individual student (Cooper and Cooper,
1976). The teacher is, however, the primary causative
factor of classroom teaching-learning behaviors (Cooper
and Cooper, 1976; Copeland, 1980; Yap, 1977a).
Researchers have concluded that children are influenced
by their teachers' expectations, attitudes, and
behavior (Palardy, 1969; Fleming and Anttonen, 1971;
Finn, 1972; Braun, 1976).
Teacher Expectations
Teachers' expecations are based on knowledge of
pupils' past performances and perceptions of their
present ability, motivation and behavior (Lasslett and
Smith, 1984a). Rutter et al (1979) found a relationship
between student achievement and high teacher
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expectations (positive attitudes) when they were
combined with the use of praise and approval. Good's
research on teacher expectations revealed that some
teachers treat high- and low-achieving students
differently (1981). Conveyed to pupils in a variety of
subtle ways, these expectations can have a powerful
influence in helping or hindering the development of a
child's image of himself as a competent learner (Brophy
and Good, 1974a).
Investigation by Brophy and Good (1974b) indicated
that there are three ways in which teachers respond to
students with regards to expectations. They are
over-reactive, reactive or proactive responses.
1. Over-reactive teachers not only allow student
differences to persuade their thinking, but exagerate
these differences by treating students even more
different than they are, thus producing
self-fulfilling-profecy effects.
2. The reactive teachers recognize student
differences and adjust their teaching to students
according to their behavior. They accept students as
they are but do not make an attempt to compensate for
the differences.
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3. The proactive teachers are more willing to
take the initiative in overcoming learning problems.
Realistic perception of difficulties will be used to
plan individual instruction, and interventions will be
made to preserve a balanced participation in class
activities for high and low achievers.
Expectations should be conveyed to the student by
setting and accomplishing goals, assembling resources
and materials, providing constructive advice and
letting students know how they are progressing (Johnson
and Johnson, 1975).
A study of teacher perceptions (Doyle, 1971) of
student ability as related to first grade reading
achievement examined the notions that teacher
expectancy does affect the performance of students. It
was found that teacher expectations were determined by
the sex of the student. It was hypothesized that (1)
estimated cognitive abilities of first grade boys would
be biased downward from the results of the Otis-Lennon
Mental Ability Test while first grade girls would be
biased upward, (2) when measured cognitive abilities
are controlled, reading achievement scores of those
pupils whose estimated cognitive abilities are biased
upward from the measured cognitive abilities will be
greater than the scores of those pupils whose abilities
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are biased downward, and (3) when measured cognitive
abilities are controlled, reading achievement scores
for first grade girls would be greater than for boys.
Doyle concluded that teachers' estimates of pupil
ability are associated with pupil achievement.
Brookover, et al (1982) designed a program to aid
in setting expectations for students and teachers as
well. This program suggests that the influence of the
teacher's expectations is the key to success. Not only
must the teachers believe in the students, but the
students must also believe in themselves. The staff
must have a purpose for the school so that the level of
expectations of achievement, percent of students
expected to finish high school, and the number of
students expected to go on to college will coincide.
In addition students' attitudes toward learning are
related to the accepted purpose and, therefore,
students' perceptions of expected academic performance
are guided by teachers' expectations.
Kunjufu (1984) suggested that people discover who
they are and what they are from the ways in which they
have been treated by those who surround them i.n the
process of growing up. He discussed several
"institutions" that have an effect on the development
of a child's self-esteem. The first is that of the
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child's family. Parents affect self-esteem when they
criticize the person rather than the behavior.
The next important competitor to the family is the
peer group. Votes of approval or disapproval are very
significant to a child trying to find himself, and it
becomes very difficult to counteract their effect.
The third is that of the media, predominantly
television. Television provides images that are easy
for children to believe. Sometimes when children see
images of persons like themselves on television, they
have difficulty distinguishing fact from fiction.
Children, then, try to imitate these images in real
life.
The fourth institution is the school. Principals
are the instructional leaders of the school as are
teachers in the classroom. The principals can
stimulate students and teachers to their highest
levels. Performance, as Kunjufu explained further, is
a by-product of self-esteem and stems from high
expectations on the part of the principal and teacher.
The last institution discussed by Kunjufu is the
church. This instutution's influence has decreased in
rank since 1950 when the first study was done at the
University of Michigan as opposed to the second study
done in 1980. However, it still has some influence,
especially on the minority child. In summary, Kunjufu
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felt that having high self-esteem involves possessing
a favorable opinion of the self-image. This opinion is
formed as a result of the many circumstances in which a
person finds himself.
Good and Brophy (1980 in Laslett and Smith, 1984a)
strongly urge the importance of projecting positive
expectations both for attainment and conduct as a way
of enhancing the pupil's self-image.Expectations for
student behavior are just as important as expectations
for achievement. The teacher must convey to the
students that he is the authority figure in the
classroom. This is accomplished by establishing rules,
values and standards of behavior within the school and
the classroom (Brookover et al, 1982).
Students treated as basically good people who want
to do the right thing, whose lapses are treated as due
to ignorance or forgetfulness are likely to become the
prosocial people they are expected to become. Students
treated as if they are inherently evil or under the
control of powerful antisocial impulses, whose lapses
are taken as evidence of immorality rather than as
isolated mistakes, probably will turn out to "be
antisocial, just as expected (Lasslett and Smith,
1984b).
It seems probable that the more competent teachers
are less susceptible to expectation effects than less
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competent teachers because the competent teacher is
able to draw upon a rich repetoire of diagnostic and
teaching tools. These tools will allow the teacher to
succeed regularly, minimizing the temptation to give up
on a student (Brophy and Good, 1974c).
If the teacher is indeed wise he does not bid you
enter the house of his wisdom, but rather leads you to
the threshold of your own mind (Gibran, 1923). In
order for this leadership to occur, the teacher must
possess a strong sense of efficacy. Webster (1984)
defines "efficacy" as the power or capacity to produce
a desired effect. Fuller, Wood, Rapoport, and
Dornbusch (1982) define it as the individual's
perceived expectancy of obtaining valued outcomes
through personal effort. Bandura (1977) found that
efficacy expectations determine how much effort people
will expend, and how long they will persist in the face
of obstacles and aversive experiences. In a study done
by Trentham, Silvern, and Brogdon (1985) it was found
that teachers' efficacy is significantly related to
their performance. Teachers who believe that they make
a difference are also seen as persons with high
performance ratings by their superiors. This efficacy
is determined by their attitudes toward teaching.
There are certain variables, according to Goodwin
and Sanders (1969) which teachers use to establish
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expectancy of students' abilities. Those variables were
I.Q., course grades, standardized test scores, and
socio-economic background. These were considered as
the most valid variables on which to base teacher
expectations. Goodwin and Sanders stressed in their
findings that it is important to train teachers in
measurement and interpretation of socio-economic
information.
Attitudes
Teachers': In a study done by Purkey (1970) it
was concluded that the teacher's attitude and opinions
regarding students do have a significant influence in
school. A teacher who is knowledgeable, understanding,
and adaptable will tend to create a comfortable
learning environment. Thus, it is essential for a
teacher to have these qualities in order to accomodate
the largest percentage of student variation and needs
(Lipton, 1969).
Attitudes are beliefs and feelings that may
predispose us to respond in particular ways to objects,
people, and events (Myers, 1986a). Middlebropk (1980)
indicated that three components have generally been
found to be common to all attitudes: (1) cognitive (or
beliefs), (2) emotional (or feelings), and (3)
behavioral (or action).
20
Chapman (1987) stated that normal, successful,
mentally healthy people, regardless of age or
profession, are not automatically positive. These
individuals continually search for ways to maintain and
improve their positive attitude. One is not born with
attitudes but acquires them as personal experiences
cumulate. These experiences may be through direct
contact with the object of the attitude, through
interaction with others, and through the effects of
child rearing (Coon, 1985).
Teacher attitudes may be determined in part by the
attitudes of instructors in teacher-education programs,
by the educational quality of the college environment,
and by attitudes of peers (Yap, 1977b). These
attitudes determine how the teacher relates to the
student in the classroom. Studies have shown (Cooper,
Findley and Good , 1982) that there is a relationship
between teachers' attitudes and students' achievement.
Students as early as first grade recognize that there
are differences in how teachers interact with high and
low achievers (Weinstein, 1984). Rose and Medway
(1981), in an effort to determine teachers attitudes
regarding classroom control, found positive
relationships between teachers' feelings about their
control and instructional practices and classroom
management procedures.
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If teachers' attitudes have been found to affect
their classroom practices, it becomes especially
important to discern the attitudes of those who are
about to enter the teaching profession in order to
alert them to any viewpoints that might tend to affect
children negatively (Wood, 1985a). The National
Council for Accreditation of Teacher Education
(NCATE) has mandated that each teacher training program
shall provide "evidence of planning for multicultural
education in its teacher education curricula including
both the general and professional studies. (NCATE,
1977). ' One such program at State University of New
York at Old Wesbury requires that students majoring in
education respond to a survey indicating their feelings
toward children. The survey listed six viewpoints
regarding children. Those viewpoints are as follows:
A. A child is a developing human being.
B. A child is inherently good, innocent.
C. A child is bad, evil, sinful.
D. A child's mind is a blank slate.
E. A child is a miniature adult.
F. A child is considered as property, or a
posession.
It was found that all viewpoints were represented in
the 226 student sample. Twenty percent of the students
responses were viewed as expressions of negative
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attitudes. If it can be demonstrated that negative
attitudes are detrimental to children or to
teacher-child relationships, it then becomes important
for education departments to focus on considerable
effort on the identification of such perceptions and on
ways to help students modify their thinking before
awarding teaching credentials (Wood,1985b).
Zeichner and Tabachnick (1985) found that willingly
or unwillingly, beginning teachers are seen to be
cajoled and molded into shapes acceptable within their
schools. Their attitudes undergo dramatic changes as
they establish themselves in the profession away from
the liberal ideas of their student days toward the
traditional patterns in many schools. Through the
observations of four teachers during their first year
of teaching, findings indicated that school cultures
were often diverse, that various subcultures were
easily identifiable and these subcultures at times
attempted to influence the beginning teachers in
contradictory ways. Lortie,1975 in Zeichner and
Tabachnick, 1985) in a similar study found that the
beginning teacher often draw upon models of teaching
which were internalized during pupilhood.
Some studies have indicated that all students
cannot be taught in the same manner. What is effective
with some students may not be effective with others.
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Stallard, 1979, posed the question, "What do teachers,
who have been identified as effective in teaching black
students, perceive to be the knowledge and skill
competencies needed for teaching black students?" An
analysis of data revealed that teachers perceive that
there are essential knowledge and skill competencies
which facilitate the intellectual, social and emotional
growth of black students. A major finding of the study
was that teachers perceive affective or attitudinal
competencies to be of the utmost importance in the
successful teaching of black students. Washington
(1980a) stresses, however, that affective competencies
(warmth) is effective only when there is a certain
level of task orientation present.
What are the conditions under which teachers will
change their attitudes toward new methods of
instruction? Gagne' (1977) found that modeling appears
to be the most effective means for changing attitudes.
Joyce and Showers (1982) suggest that new teachers need
the support of a coaching team. They should be visited
by a master-teacher often and have the assistance in
implementing the following method:
1. Become aware of the new method to be used.
2. Acquire knowledge and skills in its use.
3. Begin to use the method, concentrating mainly
on day-to-day logistics.
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4. Become comfortable with the use of the new
method.
5. Integrate the method with other aspects of the
curriculum.
6. Revise the method to suit particular
situations.
7. Evaluate the method in terms of their present
situation to determine further needed changes.
Researchers have suggested (Peck and Tucker, 1973)
that pre-service teachers become actively involved in
the teaching act as early as possible in their
professional training in order to form a more positive
attitude toward teaching and children. Some means of
gaining experience are through personal interaction
with small groups of children with whom one will later
teach (Emmer, 1970) and through films, video-tapes,
etc. (Vicek, 1965).
Several researchers have found social class to be
the strongest variable in determining teachers'
attitudes toward students (West, 1986a). Most
sociologists divide the society into three
classes lower, middle and upper (Johnson, 19"86a). West
further explains (1986b) that, though teachers do not
make as much money as other Americans with equal
education, they have internalized the middle class
values by the time they become teachers. People who
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have internalized the values of the middle class have a
great difficulty accepting the behaviors and attitudes
found among the lower class. Schools are charged with
perpetuating dominant values of the society which are
middle class, and, therefore teachers should be willing
to teach them. West further states (1986c) if we want
to be successful at teaching selected values unlike the
cultural values children are used to, our best strategy
is to understand "where the children are coming from",
why they have such different values, habits or
attitudes. . .and why we have the ones we have."
Students': Lawrence (1986a) reports that some
Nashville junior high school social studies teachers
planned a very successful unit for students of their
inner-city school. Many of the students had the
ability to do well in school but most were expected to
drop out because of what was termed their "defeatist"
attitude. These students worked on a project which
required them to survey and record the needs of repairs
for the slum housing project in which they lived. Upon
presenting these needs to the landlord and and city
hall, repairs were made in some cases as well as other
positives. These students experienced success and
gained confidence in their capabilities which changed
their attitudes regarding their abilities to influence
the system.
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Value conflicts, compulsory schooling, and the
ambiguity of classroom norms contribute to attitudes
that are sometimes positive and sometimes negative
( Johnson, 1986b).It is further explained that the most
common student attitude about school work is that they
do not like it, especially those who are relatively
unsuccessful in obtaining the reward of high grades.
As a result of a survey given to junior high
science students by Cooper and Cooper (1976a) it was
found that students' attitudes were positive when:
1. they have interesting discussions
2. everybody contributes to the lesson
3. the teacher is in good spirits and everybody
can talk freely about the topic
4. people smile
5. they discuss things in small groups
6. the teacher is relating to the students well
7. they have a good movie to talk about, and
8. they have laboratory experiences.
It was also found that negative attitudes are present
when:
1. they have boring work sheets
2. the teacher is in a bad mood
3. they have to do all the work alone in the
laboratory and their partner just sits around
4. they talk about the same things over and over
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5. the class is too large , and
6. the teacher lectures and they don't get to say
anything.
These findings came as a result of students perceptions
given through surveys. Teachers should be cautious in
interpreting results of student results because
students do not always know the reason behind some
educationally sound practices (Cooper and Cooper,
1976b).
Teacher Behaviors
Our behavior is influenced both by our attitudes
and by our perception of others' expectations of us
(Myers, 1986b). People tend to behave in a manner
which is consistent with what they believe to be true
(Hamachek, 1978 in Benninga, Guskey, and Thornburg,
1981a).
Teacher behaviors can be helpful or detrimental to
student progress. Barbara Love (1977) outlined some
behavior patterns which deter the existance of positive
learning environments:
1. Holding low expectations for the academic
performance of minority children. Example: Failure to
encourage minority students to excel and/or referring
to limited or poor performance with such statements as
"Well, that is good work considering who they are."
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2. Using inappropriate instructional materials.
Example: Using textbooks that do not include minority
viewpoints.
3. Poor interpersonal relationships between
teachers and minority students. Example: Failure to
interact with minority students except in connection
with curricular or disciplinary matters.
4. Failure to value the contributions of minority
children. Example: Failure to see minority students1
hands raised to respond to a question, to ask a
question, or to make a statement.
5. Grouping children for instruction on the basis
of factors unrelated to their abilities. Example:
Students are placed in groups because of similar family
backgrounds.
6. Biased counseling practices of teachers and
principals as well as guidance counselors. Example:
Non-white students are encouraged to persue career
options as laborers rather than as leaders.
7. Biased institutional practices. Example:
Acknowledgement and celebration of "white" holidays
only.
8. Failure to relate to minority students as
individuals. Example: Failure to hold the same
standards for minority students as for white
students-allowing minority male students to sit in
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class with hats on, to cut class, roam the halls, fail
to do assignments while requiring white students to
obey the rules.
9. Bias in the administration of discipline.
Example: When there are discipline problems, assuming
that the minority students started the problem.
10. Lack of honesty in interaction with students.
Example: Failure to assist students in examining
conflicting racial feelings and attitudes.
The teacher, through appearance, actions, manner,
"personality" or other characteristics, directly
arouses favorable (hope) or unfavorable (fear)
reactions within a student (Johnson, 1979). Some
behaviors, or characteristics as they are referred to
by Johnson, are readily observable and some are not
observed so readily. Nonverbal behaviors are those
that are less obvious and, perhaps, less readily
interpreted. Children, however, seem to have the
innate ability to read the nonverbal behaviors of
teachers and tend to respond to the teacher
accordingly.
An investigation by Woolfolk and Brooks (1985a)
pointed out that there are unintended differences in
the ways some teachers nonverbally respond to
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individual students. Educators should be especially
cognizant of these nonverbal means of communication.
Nonverbal communication is related more to our
feelings. Grove (1977a) refers to this type of
communication as "analogic" because it involves symbols
or actions which bear a similarity to the thing, event,
or idea for which they stand. Some behaviors which he
numerates as analogic are touch, interpersonal spacing,
movement of eyes, facial expressions, gestures of
extremeties, and posture and stances. In
multi-cultural settings, as in most schools in America
today, the relevance for teachers to become
knowledgeable in nonverbal expressions of their
students is great. Grove further illustrated the need
for this knowledge (1977b) when he discussed a
nonverbal expression which pertains to personal
distance. He explained that Americans have definite
habits regarding the space they keep between themselves
and the person with whom they are communicating. Latin
Americans generally stand closer together and Japanese
generally stand further apart. In order to understand
what is being communicated, one must be knovrledgeable
of the nonverbal intent.
Students' abilities to accurately read teachers'
nonverbal cues vary. Often the students' abilities to
interpret their teachers' nonverbal behaviors are
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influenced by developmental and cultural factors
(Woolfolk and Brooks, 1985b). For example, younger
children seem to focus more on the speaker's words and
voice tone and are less able to integrate the verbal
message with information from many nonverbal channels
such as facial expression, posture,and gesture
(LaFrance and Mayo, 1978). When the interpretation of
a white teacher's normal voice tone by American Indian
children is that of anger and meanness, the nonverbal
cue is cultural (Grove, 1977c). Each teacher
expression, whether nonverbal or not, can have a
meaning for the students being taught.
A study was conducted (Washington, 1980b) to find
out, in addition to other questions, if teacher
behaviors differed toward Black and White students.
The subjects for this study were ten female teachers-
five White and five Black- who taught second graders.
Through observations, frequencies of the following
teaching acts toward children were recorded:
1. calling on students asking students to perform
a cognitive task
2. acknowledging students' responses
3. verbal congruence with probes
4. rejecting/ignoring incorrect student responses




7. stimulating self-correction/asking students to
validate responses
8. controlling students
Results showed that unfavorable attitudes, unfavorable
perceptions, and unfavorable classroom behaviors were
directed toward Black children by both Black and White
teachers with the Black teacher demonstrating more
negative behaviors than the White teacher. The
opposite was true with the White student, as the White
teacher demonstrated more negative behaviors than the
Black teacher. Washington states that (1980c) teachers
in integrated classrooms appear to be engaging in
overcompensating behavior toward children of the other
race.
Differential Treatment
Because each person is an individual, and has
unique values and beliefs, no two persons are alike and
,therefore, each is accepted or rejected by others
according to those values and beliefs. The teacher's
interaction with students is no different. They tend
to react favorably to behavior that is generally valued
and unfavorably to behavior that is generally condemned
(Brophy and Good, 1974b). The valued behavior in the
classroom is portrayed by the bright, well-behaved
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child who readily understands what is taught. The
opposite behaviors are not valued. Therefore, as
mentioned before, teachers tend to behave in a manner
which is consistent with what they believe to be true
(Hamachek, 1978, in Benninga, Guskey and Thornburg,
1981b). That is, students who may not readily
understand or are not generally well-behaved are
treated unfavorably different because of what teachers
believe is the accepted behavior.
Differential treatment sometimes begins prior to
the first class meeting. Several studies have verified
this fact. Mendoza, et al (1971) asked teachers to
rank their seventh grade students in order of
achievement; rankings were used as the measure of
performance expectations. It was found that teachers
presented students they perceived as high and middle
achievers with significantly more response
opportunities than students they perceived as low
achievers. In a similar experiment, Wilkins and Glock
(1973) utilized all students in 24 classrooms, grades
1-6, who were administered achievement and learning
potential tests at the beginning of the school year.
Teachers ranked their students according to the amount
of achievement growth they expected from them.
Teachers were told that test scores indicated that
certain students should advance much more rapidly than
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the teachers had anticipated. In 1956, Pitt
manipulated teachers' expectations by adding ten points
to I.Q. scores of one-third of his population before
giving the score to the teachers and deducted ten
points from another third. The remaining third were
reported accurately. All persons of the population had
an actual I.Q. of 94 or above. Those whose I.Q. scores
had been lowered felt that they did not have to work as
hard as the others, that school work was more difficult
and teachers graded their work harder. The students'
self-esteem was lowered but their achievement scores
were not affected. These studies indicated that
teacher expectations could, and did affect teacher
behavior toward students but, depending on the student,
did not necessarily make a difference in student
achievement (Brophy and Good, 1974c).
How do students perceive and/or react to
differential treatment? Brattesani (1984) found that
students revise their own achievement expectations and
act accordingly after acquiring information about their
abilities by observing differential treatment from
their teachers. This differential treatment is
detected early on in the student's school career.
Using the Teacher Treatment Inventory (TTI),
Brattesani, et al(1981) gathered data from students
which indicated that students perceived that (1.)
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teachers gave more negative feedback to low achievers,
(2.) low achievers received more direction, (3.) more
work and rule oriented teacher behaviors were directed
toward low achievers. High achievers were expected to
achieve more than low achievers, and were given more
opportunities to participate and more task choices.
The same findings were experienced by Weinstein,
et al (1982a) and Rohrkemper (1985a) when comparing
open and traditional classrooms, different grade
levels, sexes and routine classrooms. These findings
included, additionally, the following results:
1. students' self-images were shaped; and
2. students' expectations that they held for
themselves matched the expectations held by
the teachers.
Generally, findings regarding students' perceptions of
differential treatment of low and high achievers showed
that those differences were real but they varied.
Students' Perceptions
Research studies regarding students' thought
processes examined how teaching or teachers influence
what students think, believe, feel, say, or do that
affect their achievement (Wittrock, 1986a). Three
research findings that are generally used to verify the
above statement are briefly discussed by Wittrock.
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1. High or low teacher expectations regarding
student achievement lead respectively to higher or
lower student school achievement and to higher or lower
student self-perceptions of academic ability. Changes
in student thinking, as a result of teacher
expectations effect some students, not all. In
addition, teacher expectations differ from one student
to another and, thus, research should be done on a
one-teacher to one-student basis.
2. Teacher praise or reward increases learning.
The truth to this statement depends on the value placed
on the reward or praise by the student. Learning
occurs primarily through actions and efforts put into
information processing by the students who must
perceive and interpret teachers' actions for themselves
in order to influence achievement.
3. Teachers' allocated learning time correlates
directly with student achievement. Attention to the
task and constructive use of time affects learning more
than time allocated by the teacher. The reason is that
attention is an internal cognitive process that is not
equivalent to externally observable activities.
The learning that is experienced by the student may
be different from the teacher's intention. In
addition, the instruction may not be understood by the
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student. These are determined by the students'
perceptions and thought processes. Before students are
able to translate the information that the teacher is
communicating about performance and self-perceptions,
students need to be able to perceive and interpret
teacher behavior. Studies have documented that
differential treatment of high and low achievers exist
in some classrooms, it is important to ask, however,
whether students are aware of these differences
(Weinstein, et al, 1982b). The attitudes of pupils
toward their teachers, as explained by Matthews
(1978b), and their perceptions of teacher expectations
and values determine, to a large degree, the effect
teachers have on the desire of pupils to learn. He
further notes that pupils tend to exert more effort for
teachers when they have positive attitudes toward those
teachers.
A student's perception of himself influences
his expectation for learning beginning in the early
years and continues throughout his school career.
Stipek (1981a) found that children in the early
elementary years positively perceive their performance
and often exagerate their academic ability. By third
grade, their perception depends on how their teacher
perceives them and by sixth grade, their perceptions of
their academic abilities are determined by peer
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pressure (Nichols, 1979). A student who lacks
self-confidence generally is an underachiever (DeBruyn
and Larson, 1984) who is very insecure, has experienced
a great deal of failure, and is fearful of risking
academic attempts. These students must be motivated.
Nothing will stick in a child's mind long enough to do
him any good unless it interests him (Lawrence, 1979b)
Matthews and Brown (1976) describe the motivation
of an individual to exert effort to achieve as the
product of two variables: (1) the individual's desire
to achieve and (2) the individual's self concept of
ability to achieve. Students who have little desire to
achieve can be expected to exert little effort to
achieve. According to Rohrkemper (1985b),
investigations regarding students' perceptions of
teacher effects on their learning can be subdivided
into two categories: those with instructional
concerns, and those with social concerns. Students'
perceptions of their teachers' expectations of task
assignments will affect achievement, while perceptions
of themselves and understanding of their teachers and
classmates will affect their classroom behavior.
Concentrating on the latter, Rohrkemper stated that a
match between what teachers intend to communicate and
what students actually perceive should relate to
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effective classroom management, and thus, effective
instruction.
Paton, Walberg and Yen (1973) found that many
minority children in high school felt that they had the
ability to learn. They also felt that their
achievement in school was determined by luck. These
children felt that someone hindered them from achieving
success even though they were academically capable.
Jones,(1977) suggested that perceptions of others
appear to be jointly determined by characteristics of
both the perceiver and the perceived. Therefore,
perceptions may not be entirely accurate
representations of the environment. Individual factors
such as age, sex and achievement level may play an
important role in what is perceived.Wittrock explains
(1986) that it is the learners' generation of meaning
from the teaching that mediates the achievement. In
other words, teachers' instructions should be so clear
that students will perceive exactly what the teacher
intends for him/her to perceive and, therefore, the
student learns what the teacher intended.
The Value of Schooling
Using such phrases as "Life, liberty, and the
pursuit of happiness"; "The American Dream"; and
"making it", Brandwein (1981b) sites the fact that
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people believe that one makes it in life by mastering
knowledge, skills, and values. This mastery is
accomplished through schooling.
Depending upon one's faith in accomplishing "The
American Dream", one may or may not value schooling.
Brandwein further explains that there is a decline in
Americans' self-expectation regarding accomplishment
due to social, economic and political problems. The
solution to these problems are expected to be addressed
through schooling, however, the process is too slow.
There is no "quick fix", as verified by MacDonald and
Clark (1973), because there is a lack of a social
commitment concerning the role of the schools in the
society. Debates continue, as indicated in the
nineteenth annual Gallup Opinion Poll (1987),regarding
the introduction of required courses in character
education to develop personal values and ethical
behavior. Forty-three percent of the respondents said
that courses in character education should be taught in
the schools but should involve schools, parents and
churches in the formulation of the curricula.
Student Achievement
The attainment of compentencies for which the
educational institution is accountable represents
student achievement (Fantini, 1986). This attainment is
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measured via the use of several types of tests such as
norm-referenced tests, criterion-referenced tests and
achievement tests. Fantini further states, however,
that no test reveals all there is to know about any
learner.
The Coleman Report (1966 in Tanner and Tanner,
1980) indicated that a pupil attitude factor ("the
extent to which an individual feels that he has some
control over his own destiny") appeared to have a
stronger relationship to achievement than all other
school factors combined. Thus, what a student perceives





This review has shown that teachers do affect
student learning. The student generally performs as
expected. The teacher's attitude toward the student
can determine if a student does or does not perform
well because attitude is a factor in determining
behavior.
Whether intentionally or unintentionally, because
of individual teacher beliefs and values, students are
not all treated equally. This differential treatment
is detected by students and,thus, achievement and
behavior are affected. If students perceive
differential treatment and negative feedback, their
performances reflect these perceptions and vice versa.
Students must be involved in positive learning
experiences in order to acquire a need for schooling
and, thus, value it.
Good (1984) noted several areas which might be
explored to discover the reasons for differential
treatment. They were classroom setting, the ambiguous
nature of student performance, teachers' beliefs about
causality and student behavior.
This investigation focused weaknesses and strengths
in the four academic areas that are tested on the ITBS
by drawing attention to students' perceptions of
43
teacher expectations, the future utility of schooling,
their own abilities to learn and feelings for their
teachers which affect their performance. As Benninga,
Guskey and Thornburg (1981b) concluded, if teachers1
behaviors are influenced by their attitudes, changes in
teacher behavior may also change attitudes. This was
further confirmed by Myer (1986c) when he stated that
one of social psychology's most consistent findings is
that our actions shape our attitudes. We feel
discomfort when our actions are different from our
beliefs. This discomfort is reduced when our attitudes
are brought more in line with what we have done,
continues Myers. It is believed, then, that if teachers
are able to recognize their differential treatment
behaviors, they can determine if the behaviors are
appropriate to the goals of the task and, therefore,
eliminate the inappropriate ones.
Adequate information regarding the use of
students' perceptions in evaluating educational
programs seemed to have been the void in this review.
Therefore, it is the intent of this writer to fill this
gap by offering a means of retrieving students'1
perceptions of their teachers' expectations, the
utility of schooling, their self-concept of their
ability and their attitudes of their teachers in math,
reading, science and social studies. These perceptions
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should reveal areas needing improvement as viewed by
students and offer reasons for those weaknesses.
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CHAPTER III: THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK
Population
The population for this study consisted of seventh
graders in twenty schools of the Dekalb County School
System. Ten of these schools were the ten highest
scoring schools on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS)
at the time of this study. The remaining ten were the
ten lowest scoring schools. This information was
obtained from the Research and Evaluation Department of
the Dekalb County School System.
Using the Normal Curve Equivalents (NCE) from the
ITBS, the ten highest scoring schools ranged, in
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These scores are averages of all subject areas tested
on the ITBS. Table 2 illustrates the scores from the
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Listed in ascending order, school number one in Table 2
is the lowest scoring school in the school system.
School number one in Table 1 is the highest scoring
school in the school system.
The total population for the seventh graders from
the twenty schools was 1,414 students. A random
sampling of ten percent of the seventh graders from
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each school was selected. Tables 1 and 2 indicate the
number of students participating from each school.
Sample
The random sampling was made by finding the total
number of students in the seventh grade in each school,
computing the number that represented ten percent of
the total. That number was used to select the students
from the class register (every fourth, every ninth,
etc.). Specific instructions were given to the
principals of the schools involved (See Appendixes C
and D). The total sample consisted of 141 students.
Most of the high scoring schools are predominantly
white schools located in the central to northern
portions of the county, while most of the low scoring
schools are located in the southern portion of the
county and are predominantly black. In this study,
there are more students from the low-achieving schools
than from the high-achieving schools due to the larger
enrollments in the low-achieving schools.
One area of concern in this study was that of
students' perceptions of how teachers work with them.
To be considered in this area are teachers' experience
(years of experience and degrees earned) and
teacher/student ratio.
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Teachers of the students in this study vary in
years of experience, degrees held, and age ranges.
There were a total of 26 teachers in the high-achieving
schools and 27 in the low-achieving schools. Table 3
shows the number of teachers, their years of
experience, the degrees they hold and their age ranges










































































Source: Dekalb County Schools Personnel Department
The majority of teachers in the high scoring
schools is in the age range of 36 - up. That majority
also holds Masters degrees and has sixteen, years or
49
more experience. See Table 4 for comparable data
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Source: Dekalb County Schools' Personnel Department
The average teacher in the low scoring schools is
also 36 and over but with 1-5 years of experience.The
majority of this groups holds a bachelor's degree
rather than a more advanced degree. There were
twenty-six teachers in each group. Due to different
needs of each school, they are assigned according to
those individual needs.
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According to the data presented in tables 3 and 4,
the most mature teachers hold the highest degrees and
are presently assigned to the schools where students
scored highest on the ITBS. Those who are assigned to
the lowest scoring schools have less experience and the
least number of advanced degrees.
Selection of Instrument
In review and critique of the literature dealing
with instrument construction, utilization and
administration, several standardized instruments were
reviewed for collecting the relevant data for this
research project. Of the several instruments
evaluated, the Student Motivation Diagnostic
Questionnaire (SMDQ) seemed best suited for this study.
The Student Motivation Diagnostic Questionnaire
(SMDQ) as developed by Kenneth Matthews and Carvin
Brown (1977) was to initially measure (1) student
self-concepts of ability in English, mathematics,
science, and social studies; (2) student attitudes
toward English, mathematics, science, and social
studies teachers, (3) student perceptions of the
expectations and values of English, mathematics,
science, and social studies teachers; and (4) student
perceptions of the future utility of English,
mathematics, science, and social studies. The 1987
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editions of Matthews' and Brown's instrument included
reading as well as English and gave the researcher the
opportunity to select either.
The disciplines chosen for this study were
reading, mathematics, science and social studies.
Reading was selected in lieu of English because the
Iowa Test of Basic Skills, (ITBS) used as a basis for
measuring student achievement in Dekalb County,
measures and shows achievement in the four discipliness
of reading, mathematics, science,and social studies as
required by the state of Georgia.
This instrument provided feedback regarding
students' perceptions of (1) their self-concept of
ability, (2) attitudes toward their teachers, (3) the
teachers' expectations and values, and (4) the future
utility of schooling. To enable comparisons among the
academic disciplines, the same content was presented in
the questions for reading, mathematics, science, and
social studies. The order of the questions was
randomly selected for the instrument, as developed by
Matthews and Brown, 1987, and response directions were
randomly reversed. Refer to Appendix D to correlate
items with questions on the questionnaire.
The variables addressed in the instrument were
appropriate for this study, and were used in
discovering if there were a difference in the
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perceptions of students in schools where the ITBS
national curve equivalent (NCE) scores averaged above
fifty as opposed to the students in schools where the
ITBS NCE scores averaged below fifty. According to
Matthews, (1978b), the variables assessed in this study
do affect the effort of the student to achieve in
school. He found that...
the attitudes of pupils toward their teachers
and their perceptions of teacher expectations and
values determine, to a large degree, the effect
teachers have on the desire of pupils to
achieve...pupils who perceive schooling as having
great utility in their future lives tend to have
high level of desire to achieve in
school...pupils' self-concepts of ability to
perform in school have a tremendous effect on the
effort they put forth to achieve.
Matthews further explained that basic strategies for
improving student perceptions in areas where they are
negative can be applied by individual teachers in order
to enhance students' academic performance and, thus,
cause higher achievement.
After selecting the instrument, a letter was
written to authors for permission to use it in the
study (Appendix A). The instrument (Appendix D) was
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copyrighted by Humanics Psychological Test Corporation
from whom needed copies were purchased. The Associate
Superintendent for Community and Staff Relations was
then written for permission to conduct research in the
Dekalb School System (Appendix B). Upon receiving
permission (Appendix E), a request was made to the
Research and Evaluation Department for a list of the
ten highest ranking schools on the ITBS and the ten
lowest ranking schools. These schools, which shall
remain unidentified, were then sent the appropriate
information for the study.
Statistical Tool
Using the Statistical Package for the Social
Sciences (SPSS), a Factorial Analysis of Variance
(ANOVA) was used with appropriate t-tests where
significance was found.
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Chapter IV: Research Methods
This study uses a non-experimental design in which
two groups are compared through the use of a
questionnaire. The results of the questionnaire
describe existing perceptions of two groups which are
compared for differences.
Instrumentation Return Status
The instrument (Student Diagnostic Motivation
Questionnaire) was delivered to selected schools along
with a general purpose answer sheet and a number 2
pencil to be used by ten percent of their seventh grade
students. At the time of issuance, approximately 1,414
students were enrolled in the 20 schools.
A total of one hundred forty one (141)
questionnaires were issued for this study. All were
returned except one. In addition, one of those
returned had no responses.
Specific instructions were given guiding the
administration of the questionnaire. The students were
to respond to the sixty-four questions on the
questionnaires by marking their answers on the general
purpose answer sheet. No school or student was to be
identified in this study, therefore, students were to
ignore the request for name and age on the answer
sheet.
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The administration of the questionnaire took
approximately 45 minutes. Using a Semantic
Differential Scale, the student was to indicate the
answers to each of 64 questions which required a
response to either of three sets of adjectives:
small-large, low-high, bad-good. A seven-day turn
around time was allowed for the return of
questionnaires. All questionnaires except one were
returned within the seven-day allotted time span.
Hypotheses
The research questions for this study were
answered through the testing of the following
hypotheses:
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of teacher expectation
in Math.
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of teacher expectation
in Reading.
Hypothesis 3: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
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schools in students' perceptions of teacher expectation
in Science.
Hypothesis 4; There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in teacher expectation in Social Studies.
Hypothesis 5; There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of the utility of
Math.
Hypothesis 6: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of the utility of
Reading.
Hypothesis 7: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of the utility of
Science.
Hypothesis 8; There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of the utility of
Social Studies.
Hypothesis 9; There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achievings
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schools in students' perceptions of their ability to
learn Math.
Hypothesis 10: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of their ability to
learn Reading.
Hypothesis 11; There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of their ability to
learn Science.
Hypothesis 12: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of their ability to
learn Social Studies.
Hypothesis 13: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' attitudes toward their Math
teacher.
Hypothesis 14: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' attitudes toward their Reading
teachers.
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Hypothesis 15; There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students1 attitudes toward their Science
teachers.
Hypothesis 16: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving




The Student Motivation Diagnostic Questionnaire
(SMDQ), as developed by Matthews and Brown, was used in
this study to gather data regarding students1
perceptions of teacher expectation, the utility of
schooling, attitudes toward teachers, and their
self-concept of their abilities in Reading, Math,
Science and Social Studies. The questionnaires were
administered to randomly selected seventh graders (10%)
from the ten highest scoring schools and the ten lowest
scoring schools as measured by the Iowa Test of Basic
Skills in the Dekalb County School System.
Of the 141 questionnaires issued, 139 usuable
questionnaires were returned within a seven-day period.
The hypotheses were tested using the aforementioned
variables and subjects by comparing the low-achieving
schools with the high achieving schools.
60
Chapter V: Analysis and Interpretation of Data
Descriptive data resulting from the
administration of the Student Motivation
Diagnostic Questionnaire and the interpretation of
that data were presented in this chapter as they
related to the hypotheses of this investigation.
The hypotheses were concerned with the differences
in students' perceptions of teacher expectation,
utility of schooling, self-concept of ability and
attitudes toward teachers as they related to math,
reading, science and social studies.
For each category in each discipline, there
were four questions. To respond to those
questions, students were given choices using a
Semantic Differential Scale. Mean scores, as well
as t-test results for each hypothesis were
presented.
Teacher Expectation
Teachers' beliefs (Johnson, 1986; Brookover,
et al, 1982, and; Brophy and Good, 1974) affect
how well they expect their students to perform,
in addition to how well their students actually
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perform. Expectations tend to affect both
"perception" and "interpretation" by causing the
teacher to be alert to what he expects and to be
less alert to what he does not expect.
Additionally, the teacher interprets what he sees
so that it is consistent with his expectation
(Brophy and Good, 1974).
The questions to which the students responded
in order to yield the data related to teacher
expectations were:
1. How much does your math teacher want you
to learn?
2. How much does your reading teacher want
you to learn?
3. How much does your science teacher want
you to learn?
4. How much does your social studies teacher
want you to learn?
5. How much does you math teacher want you
to do your best?
6. How much does your reading teacher want
you to do your best?
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7. How much does your science teacher want
you to do your best?
8. How much does your social studies teacher
want you to do your best?
9. How important is math to your math
teacher?
10. How important is reading to your reading
teacher?
11. How important is science to your science
teacher?
12. How important is social studies to your
social studies teacher?
13. How much does your math teacher want you
to study?
14. How much does your reading teacher want
you to study?
15. How much does your science teacher want
you to study?
16. How much does your social studies teacher
want you to study?
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Using the Semantic Differential Scale from 1
(small, low, bad) to 5 (large, high, good) for the
above questions, means, frequencies and
percentages were presented as results from student
responses.
Hypothesis 1;
Hq: There is no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of teacher
expectation in math.
H^: There is a significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools in students' perceptions of teacher
expectation in math.
Students' responses from the low-achieving
schools (L) regarding teacher expectation in math
range from 2.75 to 5.00 (See Table 5)
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Table 5
Means, Frequencies and Percentages for Perceived












The majority of students responded between 4.75
and 5.00 (5.00, f = 33) with a mean response of
4.57. Most students felt that their teachers had


























greatest percentage of students in the low-scoring
schools indicated that they perceived that
teachers really wanted them to do their best.
The responses from the high-scoring schools
(H) were more varied that those from the
low-scoring schools in that they ranged from 2.25
to 5.00 rather than 2.75 to 5.00. Seventeen
students (26.6%) responded with a mean of 4.75 and
twelve students (18.8%) responded with a mean of
5.00. The average mean for the students from the
high-scoring schools was 4.20. They felt that the
teachers had great expectations for them, but not
as strongly as the low-scoring students. The
grand mean for the total population was 4.40, less
than the low-achieving schools but more than the
high-achieving schools. See Table 6.
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Table 6
Means, Frequencies and Percentages for Perceived








































The data for the two groups were analyzed
through the use of the Statistical Package for the
Social Sciences (SPSS). The F-test was applied for
each category to discern if the two samples had
the same variance which is necessary if a t-test
is to be computed. If the probability for the
F-test is greater than .05, the pooled variance
estimate should be used. If the probability is
less than .05, the separate variance estimate of
the T-test is to be used. Results from the
performance of the F-test are presented in Table 7
along with results from the T-test regarding
students perceptions of teacher expectations in
math.
Table 7



































The F-test yielded a probability of 0.079
(> .05), which indicates that variances within
each group are equal and the pooled variance
estimate should be used for the T-test. The
observed significance level for the t-value of
2.65 is 0.009. This simply indicates that a
difference of 2.65 is likely to happen 9 times out
of a thousand with this population. Since the
probability for the t-value is less than .05, the
null hypothesis is rejected. There is a
significant difference in students' perceptions of
teacher expectation in math between low-achieving
schools and high-achieving schools.
Hypothesis 2;
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of teacher expectation in
reading.
H1: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of teacher expectation in
reading.
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Means, frequencies and percentages for
perceived teacher expectation in reading for
low-achieving schools are presented in Table 8.
Table 8
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived











































Most students from the low-achieving schools
(93.3%) felt that the reading teacher had high
expectations for them. Thirty-two percent of the
students felt very positively about teacher
expectations. Only 6.7% of the students indicated
that the teachers held low expectations for them
in reading.
Students from the high-achieving schools did
not perceive as much expectation from their
teachers as did the students from the
low-achieving schools. Five students from the
high-achieving schools felt that their teachers
did not have high expectations for them in
reading. The mean score with the greatest number
of responses was 4.50 (12). The mean for the
high-achieving group was 3.91. The mean score for
the total population relating to teacher
expectation in Reading is 4.16, which indicates
that, on a whole, the students perceived that
their teachers had high expectations for them.
Table 9 substantiates this data.
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Table 9
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived













































Table 10 presents data that discerned whether or
not there is a significant difference in students'
perceptions of teacher expectation in reading.
Table 10
T-test For Teacher Expectation in Reading
Group N x Stand. Stand. F 2-tail T DF 2-tail
Dev. Error value prob. value prob.
Low 75 4.38 0.791 0.091
1.35 0.218 3.25 137 0.001
High 64 3.91 0.918 0.115
The probability for the F-value of 0.218 indicated that
the pooled variance estimate should be used and that
there is equal variance within the groups. The
probability for the T-value is less than .05,
therefore, the null hypothesis was rejected. There is
a significant difference in students' perceptions of
teacher expectation in reading.
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Hypothesis 3:
Hq: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high achieving schools in
students' perceptions of teacher expectation in
science.
H^: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of teacher expectation in
science.
The data used to determined the difference in
students perceptions of teacher expectation in Science
is presented in Table 11. Thirty-two students responded
with a 5, 42.7%, regarding their perceptions of teacher
expectation in Science. Over 98% of the students felt
that their science teacher had high expectations for
them. There was a total mean of 4.50 for the group.
With the response of 3 representing an average
response, only two students perceived less than an
average response. See Table 11.
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Table 11
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived





































Table 12 reveals the responses from the
high-scoring schools which were more widely spread than
those of the low-scoring schools.
Table 12
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived

















A small percentage of students, 6.3%, felt that
their science teachers did not have high expectations
for them.
The total mean for the group was 4.16, with three
sets of 11 students (17.2% each) indicating strongly
that their science teachers had high expectations for
them. The mean for the total population is 4.37. To
determine the difference, if any, between the
low-achieving schools and the high-achieving schools, a
t-test was applied to the above data. Table 13 reveals
that data.
Table 13

































Using the pooled variance estimate, as guided
by the probability of the F-value (0.317, > .05)
the t-test revealed in Table 13 that there was no
significant difference in the perceptions of
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students regarding their teachers' expectation in
Science ( t [137] = 1.37, p > .05). The null
hypothesis is accepted, and, therefore, this
researcher concluded that there is no significant
difference between low-achieving students and
high-achieving students regarding their
perceptions of teacher expectation in science.
Hypothesis 4;
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in teacher expectation in social studies.
H^: There i3 significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in teacher expectation in social studies.
Data is presented in Table 14 regarding the
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As is noted above, students in the
low-achieving schools had a mean of 4.47. Thirty
percent had an average of 5, the highest possible






















5.00. The range of responses was from 3.00 to
5.00, starting at the mid-point. Students'
perceptions of Social Studies teachers'
expectations were high. Compare with Table 15.
Table 15
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived

















The lowest means response was .75. However,
the majority (60, 93.8%) felt positively about
teacher expectation in Social Studies and
indicated so by responding between 3.00 and 5.00.
The mean response for the high-scoring schools was
4.16. The mean for the two groups was 4.33.
Table 16 reveals the data which indicates the
difference between low-achieving schools and high
achieving schools regarding teacher expectation in
social studies.
Table 16


































A significant difference in perceptions of
students regarding teacher expectation in Social
Studies was not found as indicated in the t-test
in Table 17 ( t [137] = 2.15, p < .05). The
probability for the F-value indicates that the
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pooled variance estimates should be used since it
is larger than .05. Therefore, the null
hypothesis was rejected. There is a significant
difference in students' perceptions of
expectations from their social studies teachers.
The statistics for perceptions of teacher
expectation revealed that students felt that
teachers wanted them to study in order to learn so
that they could do their best. They also felt
that the four subjects were important to their
teachers. All of the group means were 4.00 and
above which indicated that the students strongly
believed that the teachers had great expectations
for them. The students from the low-achieving
schools felt more strongly than did the students
from high-achieving schools. However, there was a
wider variety of beliefs among the high-achieving
schools.
From the data gathered in this study, Figure
2 summarizes the perceptions of students regarding
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Figure 2
Comparison Of Means For Students' Perceptions Of Teacher Expectation

















+ = Hypothesis rejected
(4.57)
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teacher expectation from low-achieving schools (L)
and high-achieving schools (H) and indicated the
mean score for the total population.
The data presented indicated that students
perceived that their teachers had high
expectations, most of all in science (4.41),
followed by math (4.40), social studies (4.33)
and reading (4.16).
Value of Schooling
Johnson (1986) stated that for most students,
schooling is the first experience of being ranked
and graded in relation to other people. For the
most part, he further suggests, the purpose of
schooling is to socialize young people, "life
adjustment." This adjustment includes preparing
oneself to be a productive citizen.
The category of questions pertaining to the
students' perceptions of the utility of each of
the subject areas in schooling are presented
below:
1. How much will math help you be
successful?
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2. How much will reading help you be
successful?
3. How much will science help you be
successful?
4. How much will social studies help you be
successful?
5. How much will learning math help you get
a good job?
6. • How much will learning reading help you
get a good job?
7. How much will learning science help you
get a good job?
8. How much will learning social studies
help you get a good job?
9. How much will math help you in your
future work?
10. How much will reading help you in your
future work?
11. How much will science help you in your
future work?
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12. How much will social studies help you in
your future work?
13. How much will math help you in life?
14. How much will reading help you in life?
15. How much will science help you in life?
16. How much will social studies help you in
life?
Hypothesis 5:
Hq: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of the utility of math in
schooling.
H^: There is significant difference between
low-acnieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of the utility of math in
schooling.
Table 17 is used to present the data
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The lowest response from the students in the
low-achieving schools regarding the utility of
math in schooling was a 2.50. However, only 6.5%
of the students felt that math was not useful.
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The number to receive the highest amount of
responses was the five ( 49, 65.3%) with a mean of
4.69. Compare with Table 18.
Table 18
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived










































The responses from the high-achieving schools
ranged from a 1.50 to 5.00, more widespread than
in the low-achieving schools. However, the mean
receiving the highest number of responses is 5.00
(28, 43.8%). Although the lowest mean was 1.50,
the majority of the students from the high-scoring
schools (90.7%) scored above 3.00 to indicate that
math is important in schooling. The mean for the
entire population is 4.52. The t-test for the
comparison of means for the two groups is
presented below in Table 19.
Table 19


































The probability for the F-value was less than
.05 and indicated that the separate variance
estimate should be used to discern if there were a
difference between low-achieving schools and
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high-achieving schools regarding the utility of
math in schooling.
The probability for the T-test was also less
than .05 and indicated that the null hypothesis
should be rejected. Therefore, there is
significant difference in students' perceptions
in low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools regarding the utility of math in
schooling.
Hypothesis 6:
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of utility of reading in
schooling.
R^i There is significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of utility of reading in
schooling.
Students'perceptions for the utility of
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Over 50% of the students (40) from the
low-achieving schools felt very strongly that
reading was useful in schooling. All students who
responded felt, to some degree, that reading is
important. Over 70% scored between 4.75 and 5.00.
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The mean score for the group was 4.64. Compare
with Table 21.
Table 21
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived



















The responses are more widespread from the
high-achieving schools. The information which
supports this is in Table 21. The lowest response
for the high-achieving schools regarding the
utility of reading in schooling was 1.75 with the
highest of 5.00. Over 14% of the high-achieving
students felt less than positive regarding the
importance of reading in schooling. The response
to receive most attention was the five with 29.7%.
The mean response for the total sample was 4.38.
To compare the difference between the
low-achieving schools and the high-achieving
schools, the F-test and the T-test were applied.
(See Table 22)
Table 22
T-test For Utility of Reading in Schooling
T Df 2-tail
Dev. Error value prob. value Prot)-
Low 75 4.64 0.703 0.081
2.21 0.001 3.77 137 0.000
High 64 4.09 1.044 0.130
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As is indicated in the t-test [t (137) =
3.52, p <.O1] , there is a significant difference
between the high-achieving schools and the
low-achieving schools. The hypothesis is rejected.
Hypothesis 7;
Hq: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of the utility of science
in schooling.
Hj_: There is significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of the utility of science
in schooling.
In Table 23 the data was presented for the




Means, Frequencies And Percentages for Perceived

















































The lowest mean was 1.75 with the highest of 5.00.
However the scores are more widespread for science
than for the reading and math. Only 45 students
(60%) felt very strongly that science was
important for schooling. The mean score for the
low-achieving schools was 3.95, much less than the
mean scores for reading and math. Table 24 shows
the data for the high-achieving schools.
The mean for the high-achieving schools was
lower than the low-achieving schools (3.61). The
variance was even wider, ranging from 1.25 to
5.00. As indicated in Table 24, the highest
percentage given to responses was 12.5% (8
students). Neither group felt strongly that
Science was a very high need.
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Table 24























































The mean for the entire population was 3.79. The
t-test below (Table 25) compares means of the two
groups to discern if there is a significant
difference between the low-achieving schools and
the high-achieving schools.
Table 25
T-test For The Utility of Science in Schooling
Group N x Stand. Stand. F 2-tail T DF 2-tail
Dev. Error value prob. value prob.
Low 75 3.95 0.953 0.110
1.35 0.211 1.89 137 0.062
High 64 3.62 1.108 0.139
The t-test regarding the utility of Science in
schooling revealed that there is no difference
between the low-achieving schools and the
high-achieving schools [ t (137) = 1.89, p >.O5].
The pooled variance estimate was used to help
conclude that the null hypothesis should be
accepted. Therefore, there is no significant
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difference between low-achieving schools and
high-achieving schools regarding the importance
opf science in schooling.
Hypothesis 8
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of the utility of social
studies in schooling.
Hj^: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of the utility of social
studies in schooling.
The results of averaging the raw data
regarding the utility of social studies in
schooling as a means for becoming successful in
the future are presented in Table 26.
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Table 26
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived

























































With a wide range of mean scores, a little
less than twenty percent (18.7) of the students
from the low-achieving schools felt that social
studies was a very important part of schooling
(5.00) in preparing for "life" situations. One
and three tenths (1.3%) felt that social studies
was not an important subject. Most students felt
that the utility of social studies for schooling
was important (3.00 - 5.00 , 79.9%). The mean
score for the low-achieving schools was 3.69.
The high-achieving schools had a wide-range
of mean scores as did the low-achieving schools
with the lowest score of 1.00. The largest number
of responses for the utility of social studies in
schooling was given to the three (9, 14.1%).
There is a wide variety of perceptions among the
students of the high-scoring schools regarding the
utility of social studies. Twenty one students
felt that social studies is not an important
subject. (See Table 27)
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Table 27
Table Means, Frequencies and Percentages For
























































Only 17 students felt very strongly (4.00 - 5.00).
The comparison of the perceptions from both groups
is presented in Table 28.
Table 28





































Due to an F-value probability of >.05, the pooled
variance estimate was used to determine if there
were a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
regarding the utility of Social Studies in
schooling. [ t (137) 2.58, p <.O5] The null
hypothesis is rejected. There is a significant
difference in students' perceptions of the use of




Comparison Of Means For Students' Perceptions Of Utility of Schooling
Mean: 1-00 2.00 3.00 4.00 5.00

















+ = Hypothesis rejected
104
Students perceived math as having the
greatest utility in schooling with a mean response
of 4.52. Social studies is the least important
with a 3.46 mean. This data yielded information
regarding the importance for these subjects in
helping in later life and to prepare for later




Self-esteem, Kunjufu, 1984, is one of the most
important posessions a person can have. Silberman
declares, 1970, that the assault on the students's
self-esteem and sense of self is frequently overt,
which causes the child to fail. Once students begin
believing they lack ability, they tend to lose hope for
future success.
The following data is a result of the students'
perceptions of their self-concept about their ability
to perform in math, reading, science and social
studies. The questions to be answered were:
1. How good are you at getting good grades in
math?
2. How good are you at getting good grades in
reading?
3. How good are you at getting good grades in
science?
4. How good are you at getting good grades in
social studies?
5. How good a student are you in math?
6. How good a student are you in reading?
7. How good a student are you in science?
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8. How good a student are you in social studies?
9. What is your true ability in math?
10. What is your true ability in reading?
11. What is your true ability in science?
12. What is your true ability in social studies?
13. How good are you at learning math?
14. How good are you at learning reading?
15. How good are you at learning science?
16. How good are you at learning social studies?
Hypothesis 9
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their ability to learn math.
H-j^: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their ability to learn math.
Presented in Table 29 are the data compiled from
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Most students felt they had the ability to do
math. The response that was thought to be the most
appropriate was 5.00 (26, 34.7%). Approximately 63% of
the group, however, felt they had average to above
ability in math. The lowest response was a 1.50
wherein one student felt that he had little ability in
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math. The mean score for the low-achieving schools was
4.25.
Table 30 indicates that more students in the
high-achieving schools felt they had little ability to
do math than in the low-achieving schools ( 9 students,
14.1%).
Table 30
Means, Frequencies and Percentages on Students











































The remainder of the students felt they were
average to good students. The largest average response
was 4.25 ( 11 students, 17.2%) with a mean response of
3.80. The mean response for the total population was
4.04.
A t-test was used to determine the difference
between means regarding students' ability in math as
presented in Table 31.
Table 31
T-test on Students' Perceptions of Their Ability in Math
Group N x Stand. Stand. F 2-tail T DF 2-tail
Dev. Error value prob. value prob.
Low 75 4.25 0.848 0.098
1.11 0.672 3.09 137 0.002
High .64 3.80 0.892 0.111
The t-test results in Table 31 indicated that
there is a significant difference between the
low-achieving schools and the high-achieving schools in
the students' perceptions of their ability in math [ t




HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their ability to learn
reading.
Hi: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their ability to learn
reading.
Table 32 contains the data regarding students'
perceptions of their ability in reading. Almost 95% of
the students in the low-achieving schools, as indicated
in Table 33, felt that they had average to high ability
for reading. The response that was selected most
among that 95% was 5.00 (22 students). Twenty nine
percent of the students felt they had a great ability
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Table 33 shows that the largest number of
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With a mean of 4.16, over 95% of the students from
the high-achieving schools perceived that they had
average to high ability in reading. The mean for the
total sample was 4.15.
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Table 34 compares means of both groups regarding
students' ability in reading.
Table 34


































The t-test results for students' perceptions
of their ability to learn reading indicated that
there is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
[t (137) = -0.13 , p > .05]. The null hypothesis
is accepted.
Hypothesis 11
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of their ability to learn
science.
Hj_: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
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in students' perceptions of their ability to learn
science.
Data representing students' perceptions of
their ability in science is presented in Table 35.
Table 35
Means, Frequencies and Percentages for Students'

















































Although responses regarding students'
perceptions in science were widespread, almost
90% of them felt they had average to high ability
in science. The mean score for the low-achieving
group was 4.07. Compare to Table 36.
Table 36
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Students



















































Responses from the low-achieving schools were
more wide-spread than those from the
high-achieving schools (1.75 - 5.00, low: 1.50 -
5.00, high). However, the mean response from the
low-achieving schools (4.07) was higher than that
of the high-achieving schools (3.60). The mean
response for the total population was 3.85.
The t-test results that follow in Table 37
compare the means of the two groups..
Table 37
T-test For Students' Perceptions of Their Ability in Science
Group N x Stand. Stand. F 2-tail T OF 2-tail
Dev. Error value prob. value prob.
Low 75 4.07 0.976 0.113
1.02 0.919 2.78 137 0.006
High 64 3.60 0.988 0.123
The results indicated there is significant
difference between low-achieving schools and
high-achieving schools regarding their perceptions
of their ability to learn Science. [ t (137) =
2.78, p < .05]. The null hypothesis is rejected.
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Hypothesis 12
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of their ability to learn
social studies.
Hi: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of their ability to learn
social studies.
Table 38 indicated that all students who
responded felt that they had an average to high
ability to learn social studies. With a group
mean of 3.91, 25.3 % of the students from the
low-achieving schools responded to the 4.00 mean
score. The range of mean scores was 1.50 to 5.00.
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Table 38
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Students'

















Unlike the low-achieving schools, the






























Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Students'
















































The score of 4.00 received the greatest attention
by 18.8% of the students in the high-achieving
schools. However, there were students who felt
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they had below average ability to learn social
studies. Over 20% of these students responded to
numbers less than 3.00. The range of mean scores
for this group, as indicated in Table 39, was from
2.00 to 5.00. The mean for the total sample was
3.80.
To compare ths mean scores for the two groups,
a t-test was applied to discover if there were a
significant difference between the two groups (See
Table 40).
Table 40
T-test For Students' Perceptions Of Their Ability in Social Studies
Group N X Stand. Stand. F 2-tail T DF 2-tail
Dev. Error value prob. value prob.
Low 75 3.91 0.895 0.103
1.07 0.772 1.61 137 0.110
High 64 3.67 0.864 0.108
The null hypothesis was accepted [t (137) = 1.61,
p >.05]. There was no significant difference
between low-achieving schools and high-achieving
schools regarding their perceptions of their
ability to learn social studies.
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Figure 4 indicates the mean scores for each
group, as well as the mean score for the total
population in each subject area.
Figure 4
Comparison Of Means For Students' Perceptions Of Their Ability
Mean: 1.00 2.00 3.00 . 4.00 5.00











+ = Hypothesis rejected
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According to Figure 6, students felt that
their ability was best in reading (4.15) and worst
in social studies (3.80). Math was second best
while science was third. In most instances, data
indicated that the perceptions of the students in
the low-achieving schools was more positive than
those of the students in the high-achieving
schools. Reading was the exception.
Attitude Toward The Teacher
In order to have an attitude regarding a
person, object or concept, one must posess all
three components of an attitude toward that
person, object or concept (Gerow, 1986). One must
have feelings and beliefs which govern the
behavior toward the person, object or concept.
The following hypotheses relate to students'
perceptions of their attitudes toward their Math,
Reading, Science, and Social Studies Teachers.
The questions focusing on the students'
perceptions of their attitudes are:
1. How much do you like your math teacher?
2. How much do you like your reading
teacher?
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3. How much do you like your science
teacher?
4. How much do you like your social studies
teacher?
5. How much do you want to please your math
teacher?
6. How much do you want to please your
reading teacher?
7. How much do you want ot please your
science teacher?
8. How much do you want to please your
social studies teacher?
9. How much does your math teacher please
you?
10. How much does your reading teacher please
you?
11. How much does your science teacher please
you?
12. How much does your social studies teacher
please you?
4. How much do you like the way your math
teacher works with you?
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To answer the above questions the following
hypotheses were tested:
Hypothesis 13
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
in students' perceptions of their attitudes toward
their math teacher.
H^: There is significant difference between low
achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their attitudes toward
their math teacher.
Data is presented in Table 41 regarding
students perceptions of their attitudes toward
their math teacher. With a 4.27 mean score, Table
41 indicates almost 95% of the students liked
their math teachers. They felt they wanted to
please the teacher, and the teacher pleased them
by working well with them.
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Table 41
Means/ Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived













































The scores ranged from 2.00 - 5.00. Over 30%
felt very positively toward their math teachers
Table 42 indicates that the students from the
high-achieving schools perceived their teachers a
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little differently than the low-achieving
students.
Table 42
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived




















































The range of scores had a low of 1.00 and a
high of 5.00. The score of 5 received the most
responses (12, 18.8%), while other scores were
responded to in a sparce manner. The mean
response was 3.97 for the high-achieving schools.
The mean for the total sample was 4.13.
The t-test results that follow in Table 43
were examined to discern if there were a
significant difference between the two groups.
Table 43
T-test On Attitudes Toward hath Teachers
Group U x Stand. Stand. F 2-tail T Df 2-tail
Dev. Error value prob. value prob.
Low 75 4.27 0.907 0.105
1.32 0.254 i.82 137 0.071
High 64 3.97 0.041 0.130
T-test results show that there is no significant
difference ( t (137) ■ 1.82 p > .05) between the
low-achieving schools and the high-achieving schools.
The null hypothesis is accepted.
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Hypothesis 14
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their attitudes toward their
reading teacher.
H^: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their attitudes toward their
reading teacher.
The data in Table 44 present the perceptions of
the students from the low-achieving schools regarding
their attitudes toward their reading teachers.
Sixty-eight students (90.8%) indicated with an average
to above-average response that their perceptions of the
reading teacher were positive. Twenty percent (15
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A greater number of high-achieving students (14%)
had negative attitudes toward their reading teacher
131
than did the low-achieving students. However,
fifty-four of sixty-four students had average to
high-average attitudes toward the reading teacher. The
mean for the total sample was 3.94, slighltly larger
than the mean of 3.81 for the high-achieving schools.
The comparison of the means are presented in the
t-test results that- follow in Table 46.
Table 46
T-test On Attitudes Toward Reading Teachers
Group N x Stand. Stand. F 2-tail T DP 2-tail
Dev. Error value prob. value prob.
Low 75 4.06 0.914 0.106
1.31 0.259 1.47 137 0.145
High 64 3.81 1.047 0.131
The t-test results above indicate that there is no
significant difference in student attitudes toward
their reading teachers ( t [137] = 1.47, p > .05). The
null hypothesis is accepted.
Hypothesis 15
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their attitudes toward their
science teacher.
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Hi: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
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In Table 47, data is presented that represents the
responses from the low-achieving schools regarding
student attitudes toward their science teachers.
Over 72% percent of the low-achieving students (68
students) had positive attitudes toward their science
teachers. Thirty-one students were very pleased (4.75
- 5.00) with their Science teachers. The mean for the
low-achieving schools was 4.17.
With a mean score of 3.57, Table 48 shows the data
from the high-achieving schools. Just over 60% of the
high-achieving students had a positive attitude toward
their science teachers. Nineteen students were
displeased with their science teacher. Their mean
score (3.57) was less than that of the low-achieving
students. The greatest response from students was for
4.00. The mean for the total sample was 3.89.
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Table 48
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived






















The t-test that follows in Table 49 compared the
mean scores of the two groups.
Table 49
T-test On Attitudes Toward Science Teachers
Group N x Stand. Stand- F 2-tail T DF 2-tail
Dev. Error value prob. value prob.
Low 75 4.17 0.986 0.114
1.36 0.201 3.29 137 0.001
High 64 3.58 1.151 0.145
The null hypothesis is rejected ( t [137] =3.29 p
<.O5). There is a significant difference in the
perceptions of the students' attitudes toward their
science teachers.
Hypothesis 16
HQ: There is no significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their attitudes toward their
social studies teacher.
Hj^: There is a significant difference between
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools in
students' perceptions of their attitudes toward their
social studies teacher.
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Students perceptions of their attitudes toward
their social studies teachers are presented in Table 50
for the low-achieving schools.
Table 50
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceptions of












































With the response of 5 selected most by the
low-achieving students (21.3%), Table 50 indicated most
students had positive attitudes toward their social
studies teacher. Over 70% selected between 4.00 and
5.00, very positive responses. The mean for the
low-achieving schools was 4.09. Compare to Table 51.
Table 51
Means, Frequencies and Percentages For Perceived




















Almost 20% of the students from the high-achieving
schools had less than positive attitudes toward their
social studies teacher. However, over 65% of them wer
very pleased. The mean response for this group was
3.91, whereas, the mean for the total sample was 4.01,
slightly more. This indicates that the students liked
their social studies teachers, liked the way the
teachers worked with them and they wanted to please the
teachers.
Table 52 shows a comparison of means for these two
groups.
Table 52
T-test On Attitudes Toward Social Studies Teachers
Group N x Stand. Stand. F 2-tail T OF 2-taiL
Dev. Error value prob. value prob.
Low 75 4.09 0.909 0.105
1.12 0.646 1.09 137 0.272
High 64 3.91 0.961 0.120
It was found that there is no significant
difference between the low-achieving schools and the
high-achieving schools (t [137] ■ 1.09 , p > .05). The
null hypothesis is accepted.
Figure compares the students' perceptions
regarding attitudes toward teachers in the four content
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areas. In comparing the means of both groups in all
four subject areas, the data also indicated that
students had a more positive attitude toward their math
teachers than any other teacher (4.13).
Figure 5
Comparison of Means For Students' Perceptions of Attitudes Toward Teachers
















+ = Hypothesis rejected
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The least positive attitude was toward the reading
teachers (3.83) with the science and social studies
teachers in 2nd and 3rd place respectively. Students




Chapter V consists of data compiled as a result of
responses on the Student Motivation Diagnostic
Questionnaire. This instrument, created by Kenneth
Matthews and Carvin Brown (1987), focused on students'
perceptions of their teachers' attitudes and values,
their attitudes toward their teachers, the future
utility of schooling, and their self-concept of their
abilities as they relate to Math, Reading, Science and
Social Studies.. This instrument was administered to
two groups of seventh graders, one low-achieving group
and one high-achieving group as identified through
results of their Iowa Test Of Basic Skills scores.
Due to the comparison of four subject areas to
four concepts, sixteen hypotheses were tested. Using
the mean response from each group on each concept, the
t-test was used to compare data.
In reviewing the data in Chapter V, one notes that
there is significant difference between the
low-achieving schools and the high-achieving schools in
nine areas. There was a significant difference in
students' perceptions of:
1. teacher expectation in math, hypothesis 1;
2. teacher expectation in reading, hypothesis 2;
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3. teacher expectation in social studies,
hypothesis 4;
4. the use of math in schooling, hypothesis 5;
5. the use of reading in schooling, hypothesis 6;
6. the use of social studies in schooling,
hypothesis 8;
7. their ability to learn math, hypothesis 9;
8. their ability to learn science, hypothesis 11;
and
9. their attitude toward their science teacher,
hypothesis 15.
The means for students' perceptions of teacher
expectation, on a scale of 1 - 5, ranged from 4.16 in
reading to 4.41 in science (See Figure 2). Hypotheses
1,2, and 4 were rejected indicating that there was a
significant difference in students perceptions of
teacher espectation in math, reading and social
studies. There was no significant difference in
students' perceptions of teacher expectation in
science.
Figure 3 contained the data regarding students'
perceptions of the utility of schooling in math,
reading, science and social studies. Hypotheses 5, 6,
and 8 were rejected which meant that there was a
significant difference in students' perceptions of the
utility of schooling in math, reading, and social
studies. There was no significant difference in their
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perceptions of the utility of science. Mean scores,
however, were higher than those regarding students'
perceptions of teacher expectation in math (4.52) and
reading (4.38). The mean for the perceptions of the
utility of science (3.79) and social studies (3.46)
were lower than the perceptions of teacher expectation
in those subjects.
There was a significant difference in only two
subjects regarding students' perceptions of their
ability to learn, math and science (See Figure 4). The
mean scores for those two subject areas were 4.04 for
math and 3.85 for science. There was no significant
difference in students' perceptions to learn reading
and social studies with mean scores of 4.15 and 3.80
respectively.
As shown in Figure 5, there was a significant
difference in students' perceptions of their attitudes
toward their teachers in only one subject, science,
with a mean of 3.89. There was no significant
difference in their attitudes toward their math (4.13),
reading (3.83), and social studies (4.01) teachers.
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Chapter VI: Findings, Conclusions and
Recommendat ions
"Perception" refers to the way in which we
interpret or understand the messages our sensory
systems have processed (Dworetzky, 1985).
Students develop their achievement expectations
according to the expectations they perceive from
their teachers (Brattesani, et al, 1984; Good,
1981; Marshall and Weinstein, 1985).
Statement of the Problem
It was the intent of this study to reveal
students' perceptions of their teachers'
expectations and values, their self-concept of
their abilities to learn, the future utility of
schooling, and their attitudes toward their
teachers in math, reading, science and social
studies for the purpose of initiating a plan of
improvement to enhance student achievement.
Procedures
Subjects for this study were randomly
selected from the total populations of the ten
highest scoring schools and the ten lowest scoring
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schools in the Dekalb School System. The
population was limited to seventh graders.
The Student Motivation Diagnostic
Questionnaire (Matthews and Brown, 1987) was
administered to the students and scored using the
Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
to arrive at the needed data for interpretation.
The hypotheses led to the comparison of
low-achieving schools and high-achieving schools
through the variables aforementioned and findings
for each are discussed in the information that
ensues. Results from the compilation of data
yielded means from 1.00 to 5.00. This was made
possible through the use of a Semantic
Differential Scale from 1 to 5 on the instrument.
The 1 represented the least positive response
while the 5 represented the most positive
response.
Findings
Hypotheses 1, 2, 3 and 4 pertained to the
students' perceptions of teacher expectations- in
math, reading, science and social studies.
Students perceived that teachers had high
expectations for them in the four subject areas
(4.16 - 4.40), but not the highest (5.00).
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Questions that were addressed related to whether
or not the teacher wanted the student to do his
best; whether the teacher wanted him to study, and
how much; and, whether or not each subject was
important to the teacher.
Students from the low-achieving schools gave
higher responses for each of the areas than the
students from the high-achieving schools which
indicated that the low-achieving students
perceived that the teachers had high expectations
of them, more so than the high-achieving students.
With the average teacher having a masters
degree, more than 15 years of experience and over
36 years old (refer to Table 3), the writer can
conclude that (1) teachers felt that the
high-achieving students did not need a great deal
of external motivating and therefore did not
express the need for great expectations; and (2)
students were so motivated from home and had so
many experiences through family involvements that
they felt that they were not presented the
challenges needed to warrant higher expectations
from their teachers.
On the other hand, conclusions can also be
drawn that most of the teachers in the
low-achieving schools (refer to Table 4) who have
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less than five years experience, bachelors degrees
and are also over 36 years of age felt that their
students needed a great deal of external
motivation and held very high expectations for
them. The students also perceived that teachers
expected a great deal from them. However, it can
also be concluded that instructional challenges
did not match the high expectations due to
continued low-achievement.
With regard to hypotheses 5, 6, 7, and 8,
students concerned with the utility of schooling,
the mean responses were more varied than those
regarding expectations (3.46 - 4.52). The student
had to address whether or not the four subject
areas would help them be successful in the future
as they prepared to get good jobs. The subject
that was perceived as the most helpful was math
(4.52). The least helpful course was science
(3.46). This data suggests (See Figure 3) that
students are perhaps being taught the subject
content but are not being taught how these
subjects relate to the success of life as much as
needed. With science and social studies receiving
the lowest scores, indications are that more
practical experiences related to these two content
areas would be more beneficial to the students.
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Low-achieving students perceived these subjects as
being more useful than did high-achieving
students. Another conclusion that can be drawn is
that the low-achieving students are probably
better tactual learners their teachers provided
them with more hands-on experiences than did the
teachers of the high-achieving students. These
experiences actually would allow the student to
readily see how helpful that subject would be.
Self-concepts of students' ability were
tested through Hypotheses 9, 10, 11, and 12 (See
Figure 4). Attention was directed to the
students' perceptions of their true ability in the
four subject areas and how good they were at
getting good grades in those subjects (3.80 -
4.15). They felt they had better ability to learn
in reading than in any other subject. In
addition, the students' perceptions regarding
their ability in reading was the only hypothesis
(10) of which high-achieving students felt more
positive than did low-achieving students. Social
studies seemed to be perceived as the hardest
subject. Students perceived that they had the
best ability in reading, concluded the writer,
because they are more successful in this subject
than in others. In addition, reading and math are
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more structured than are the other subjects.
Directions for teaching these are more explicit
than are directions for other subjects.
Let it also be concluded that students from
the high-achieving schools perceived that they had
higher ability in reading than did low-achieving
students because reading is perhaps a part of
their lives (high-achievers) earlier and more.
This early, higher volume of reading is probably
due to a higher economic base and stronger value
for education on the part of the families of these
students.
Students' attitudes toward their teachers were
compared in hypotheses 13, 14, 15, and 16. All
questions in this category related to how well the
student liked the teacher in each subject area.
They perceived that they liked the math teacher
most and the science teacher least. These likes
and dislikes were based on how much they wanted to
please the teacher, how much the teacher pleased
them and how much they like the way the teacher
helped them in class (See Figure 5).
Table 53 addressed the relationship of each
discipline to each variable using the mean scores
for the total sample for each.
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Table 53




























+ = weakest subject within the variable (reading horizontally)
* = weakest variable within the subject area (reading vertically)
Upon examining the mean scores for all
schools, one area of need has been focussed on for
each subject (*) and each variable (+).
Within the Subject Areas
Students' weaknesse in math was due to a lack
of a good self-concept in their ability to perform
in the discipline. They perceived that they were
not good at getting high grades in the subject
because they were not good math students, and they
did not have the ability to be a good math
student.
In the area of Reading, students perceived
that the difficulty was due to their attitudes
toward their teachers. Perhaps they did not like
the teacher, they did not want to please the
teacher, the teacher did not please them, and/or
they did not like the way the teacher worked with
them.
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The area of need for science and social
studies was with the concept of "utility of
schooling". The students felt that these subjects
would not help them be successful, get a good job,
help them in the future, or help them in life.
Within the Variables
The weakest subject area regarding "teacher
expectations" was reading. The need to feel that
teachers wanted students to learn, do their best,
and study needed to be improved. In addition,
students needed to have a more positive perception
that teachers felt reading was important.
Both "Utility of schooling" and "self-concept
of ability" needed improvement in the subject area
of social studies. Students' perceptions of the
use of social studies for their future and their
abilities in the subject needed to be improved.
Students' "attitudes toward the teacher"
needed improvement in the area of science. They
did not appear to like the science teacher, please
the science teacher, or like the way the science
teacher worked with them.
































+ ■ weakest subject within the variable (read horizontally)
* = weakest variable within the subject (read vertically)
Within the Subject Areas
The problem in Math, as perceived by the
high-achieving students, was their lack of
ability. This was the same weakness as perceived
by the low-achieving schools, but much worse.
In Reading and science, the problem to be
concerned with was "attitudes toward the
teachers". They did not appear to like their
teacher, did not want to please the teacher and
did not like the way the teacher worked with them.
Social studies, though low within several
variables, was lowest in the area of "utility of
schooling". This was also a problem for the total
sample.
Within the Variable
Reading had the lowest mean for the variable
regarding teacher expectations. As with the total
sample, students perceived that teachers did not
have high enough expectations for them.
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The subject which was perceived as being
least important for life was social studies. This
was also a factor with the total sample.
Students in the high-achieving schools
perceived math as their most difficult subject.
This was the subject which they felt they had
least ability to learn.
Students' attitudes toward the teacher
affected science more than any other subject.
Their dislike for the teacher, not pleasing the
teacher and the teacher not pleasing them were
factors contributing to this need.
Table 55 contains the results for comparing the
relatedness of variables and disciplines for the
low-achieving schools.
Table 55
Students" Perceptions of ^Vari^b^s^^The^Relate To The Subject Areas
Disciplines: Math Reading Science Social Studies
Variables:
Teacher Expectations 4.47 4.38+ 4.50 4.47
Utility of Schooling 4.69 4.64 3.95* 3.69+
Self-concept of Ability 4.25* 4.14 4.07 3.67+*
Attitudes Toward Teachers 4.27 4.06+* 4.17 4.09
+ = weakest subject within the variable (read horizontally)
* = weakest variable within the subject (read vertically)
154
Within the low-achieving schools, some of the
same weakness occured as within the high-achieving
schools and within the total sample.
Within the Subject Area
In math, the weakest variable was
"self-concept of ability". "Students attitudes
toward the teacher" was the weakest area in
reading and the common weakness among the three
groups.
In science, the variable was "utility of
schooling". Students failed to perceive it's use
for the future.
Social studies' weakness was also that of
"utility in schooling". However, this was common
throughout. The perceptions of the use of social
studies need to be improved.
Conclusions
Students' perceptions are important factors
in their learning processes. Perceptions are
beliefs and beliefs are part of the triangle which
include feelings and behaviors that form attitudes
(Gerow, 1986).
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Upon examining the data in this study, it was
concluded that the seventh grade students have
poorer self-concepts in math and science, subject
areas that are needed in today's world. It was
also found that their attitudes toward their
reading and science teachers had need of change.
The other most prevalent finding was that students
perceived less use for social studies in schooling
than any other subject area.
Recommendations
Upon examining the findings of this
investigation the following recommendations have
been made:
1. Conduct research on teachers' perceptions of
their abilities to influence student achievement
through the presence or lack of high
expectations.
2. Replicate this study, using a larger
population which will represent all students in
kindergarten through twelfth grade.
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3. Replicate this study comparing high-achieving
students with other high-achieving students and
low-achieving students with other low-achieving
students.
4. Conduct research on means of changing student
negative perceptions of teachers.
5. Re-evaluate Science and Social Studies
curricula so that the importance for their future
use will be a vital part of instruction.
6. Re-evaluate total curriculum so as to stress
the need for improving students' self-concepts,
especially in the area of Math.
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Thank you for the instruments and other
publications regarding student performance. All of it
has been quite.helpful.
After reviewing several instruments, none relates
to my study more appropriately as your Student
Motivation Diagnostic Questionnaire. This is a formal
request for permission to use this instrument for my
study. If granted, I will need a copy of the answer
sheet which accompanies the long form. I am interested
in gathering data by discipline since each is measured
separately on the Iowa Test of Basic Skills (ITBS) and
taught, for the most part, by a different teacher in
our elementary schools.
As you know, the ITBS measures achievement in
reading rather than English along with mathematics,
science and social studies. I am further asking
permission to substitute "English" with "reading" in
the questionnaire.
Thank you for the cooperation that you have
already given and, in advance, for future cooperation.
A copy of the results from this study will be forwarded
to you when completed.
Thanks again.
Sarah D. West
'•THE SCHOOL CANNOT LIVE APART FROM THE COMMUNITY"
APPENDIX B
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Dr. Edward Bouie, Sr.




This is a request to conduct research in the
Dekalb School System during the Fall quarter, 1987.
This study purports to show that students' perceptions
of teachers^ values and expectations, the value of
schooling,.and their own abilities are major forces in
their abilities to achieve.
The population will consist of ten percent (10%)
of each seventh grade class of the ten (10) highest
achieving schools and the ten (10) lowest achieving
schools as measured by the Iowa Test of Basic Skills.
Attached, please find a copy of the proposal as
accepted by my,committee at Atlanta University,
Atlanta, Georgia. Results of findings will be
forwarded to you when the study is completed.
Thank you for your kindness and cooperation.
arah D. West
"THE SCHOOL CANNOT UVE APART FROM THE COMMUNITY"
APPENDIX C
ARpAr?nSp)I!EST ffl%8&ffl ROBERT R. FREEMAN
'- tjm SUPERINTENDENT
DeKalb County School System
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me to collect data at
Procedure should be used in making the random 9
♦Your total.seventh year Please select
enrollment is. . . from the
register
35 - 44 everj fourth
45 " 54 every fifth
child
55 " 64 every sixth
child
65 " 74 every seventh
child
everj eighth
85 ~ 94 every ninth
chiia
95 " 104 every tenth
chiia
Instructions:
»*, ij£*« The Person .administering the questionnaire
should follow the directions printed on the front of
the questionnaire with the following exceptions:
A. Direction #3 - (1) Students should mark only on
7?e^3fner?i»PutPO8e answer sheet using side 1
4"f4)2 W ,!P*re English/Reading" appears,
students should ignore €he word "English^ and
respond to the word "Reading".
75 - 84
-over-
"THE SCHOOL CANNOT UVE APART FROM THE COMMUNITY'
B. Ignore directions for #7 and #8.
C. Students should not write or code in their
names.
II. Have students place their answer sheets inside
the questionnaire, place all answer sheets and
questionnaires in the envelope and seal. Students may
keep their pencils.
Thank you for your assistance and cooperation.
Please thank the students as well. Here's hoping that




Student Motivation Diagnostic Questionnaire






DIRECTIONS FOR ADMINISTERING THE QUESTIONNAIRE
1. READ OUT LOUD TO STUDENTS. We are trying to find out how you feel about school so we can do a better
job. To help us find out how you feel, you will need to answer some questions about different things. There are
no right or wrong answers to these questions, so just tell us how you feel. Please think carefully about each
question and give us your honest answers. Please don't start until I give you some instructions.
2. DISTRIBUTE THE QUESTIONNAIRES AND MAKE CERTAIN EACH STUDENT HAS A NUMBER TWO PENCIL.
3. READ OUT LOUD TO STUDENTS. Look at the question at the top of page one. This question asks what grade
you are in. Fill in the bubble that tells what grade you are in. (Check and make certain students fill in the
bubbles correctly.)
Look at the next question. This question wants to know how much your English/Reading teacher wants you
to learn. If you believe your English/Reading teacher wants you to learn a small amount, then you would fill in
the bubble with a "1" in it. If you believe your English/Reading teacher wants you to learn a large amount, then
you would fill in either the bubble with a "4" in it or the one with a "5" in it. Go ahead and answer the question
by filling in one of the bubbles.
4. WAIT UNTIL EVERYONE HAS ANSWERED THE QUESTION.
5 READ OUT LOUD TO STUDENTS. Remember, no one feels the same way about everything, so don't mark all
the questions the same way. We need to know how you really feel. Please think carefully about each question,
and let us know how you really feel. (READ IF APPROPRIATE - Some of us may not be taking some of the
classes the questions are asking about. Just leave the questions blank that ask about courses you are not
taking. Any questions?)
Go ahead and answer the rest of the questions by filling in one bubble for each question. III collect tne
papers when everyone has finished. (IF YOU BELIEVE THE STUDENTS MAY HAVE TROUBLE READING THE
QUESTIONS, YOU MAY CHOOSE TO READ EACH OF THE QUESTIONS TO THE GROUP.)
6. COLLECT THE QUESTIONNAIRES WHEN EVERYONE HAS FINISHED.
7 SCORING. FOR SCORING, FORWARD COMPLETED QUESTIONNAIRES TO HUMANICS PSYCHOLOGICAL
TEST CORPORATION, P.O. BOX 7447, ATLANTA, GEORGIA 30309
8 QUESTIONS. FOR QUESTIONS, CONTACT KENNETH M. MATTHEWS, ED.D., THE UNIVERSITY OF
GEORGIA, G-10 ADERHOLD HALL, ATHENS, GEORGIA 30602. TELEPHONE: 404-542-3343.
Copyright © 1987 by Humanics Psychological Test Corporation, a division of Humanics Limited. All rights reserved. No part of this test booklet may be reproduced by
any means, nor transmitted, nor translated into a machine language, without written permission from Humanics Limited.
HUMANICS PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST CORPORATION P.O. Box 7447, Atlanta, Georgia 30309 / (404) 874-2176
QUESTIONNAIRE
Fill in appropriate bubble using a
number 2 pencil
What grade are you in?
1. How much does your English/Reading teacher want you to learn?
2. How much does your Science teacher want you to do your best?
3. How much does your Math teacher want you to learn?
4. What is your true ability in Social Studies?
5. How much do you like your English/Reading teacher?
6. How good are you at getting high grades in Math?
7. How much does your English/Reading teacher want you to study?
8. How much will Social Studies help you to be successful?
9. How much will English/Reading help you in your future work?
11. How much will Science help you to be successful?
12. How much do you want to please your English/Reading teacher?
13. How much does your Math teacher please you?
14. How much will English/Reading help you to be successful?
15. How much does your Social Studies teacher want you to study?
16. How much will Math help you be successful?
17. How important is English/Reading to your English/Reading teacher?
18. How much will Social Studies help you in your future work?
19. How much do you like the way your Science teacher works with you?





















HUMANICS PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST CORPORATION P.O. Box 7447, Atlanta, Georgia 30309 / (404) 874-2176
Fill in appropriate bubble using a
number 2 pencil
>1. How much does your English/Reading teacher please you?
!2. How much does your Math teacher want you to do your best?
!3. How much do you want to please your Science teacher?
!4. How much will English/Reading help you in life?
!5. How much does your Science teacher want you to learn?
!6. How much will learning Math help you get a good job?
!7. How much does your English/Reading teacher want you to do your best?
!8. How much will learning Science help you get a good job?
!9. How important is Math to your Math teacher?
0. How much does your Science teacher want you to study?
1. How much does your Social Studies teacher want you to do your best?
2. How much does your Math teacher want you to study?
3. How good a student are you in Social Studies?
4. What is your true ability in Science?
5. How much will Math help you in your future work?
6. How good are you at getting high grades in Science?
7. How much do you want to please your Math teacher?
8. How important is Social Studies to your Social Studies teacher?
9. How important is Science to your Science teacher?
0. How much does your Social Studies teacher want you to learn?
1. How good are you at getting high grades in English/Reading?













































HUMANICS PSYCHOLOGICAL TEST CORPORATION P.O. Box 7447, Atlanta, Georgia 30309 / (404) 874-2176
Fill in appropriate bubble using a
number 2 pencil
43. What is your true ability in Math?
44. How much will learning English/Reading help you get a good job?
45. How good are you at learning Social Studies?
46. How good a student are you in English/Reading?
47. How good are you at getting high grades in Social Studies?







49. How much do you like the way your English/Reading teacher works with you? Small
50. How much do you want to please your Social Studies teacher?
51. What is your true ability in English/Reading?
52. How much does you Science teacher please you?
53. How much do you like the way your Math teacher works with you?
54. How much will learning Social Studies help you get a good job?
55. How much will Science help you in life?
56. How good are you at learning Math?
57. How much does your Social Studies teacher please you?
58. How much do you like your Math teacher?
59. How good are you at learning Science?
60. How much will Social Studies help you in life?
61. How good a student are you in Science?
62. How much will Math help you in life?
63. How good are you at learning English/Reading?
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WRONG
3 i 2 3 |Jt 5
RIGHT
4 1 2 3 A 5
IMPORTANT DIRECTIONS
FOR MARKING ANSWERS
• Use black lead pencil only (No. 21/2 or softer)
• Do NOT use ink or ballpoint pens
• Make heawy black marks that fill the circle
completely
• Erase cleanly any answer yoo wish to change
• Make no stray marks on the answer sheet
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H. Paul Womack. Jr.
Robert R. Freeman. Superintendent
3770 NORTH DECATUR ROAD, DECATUR, GA 30032 October 22, 1987
Mrs. Sarah D. West, Principal
Rainbow Elementary School
2801 Kelley Chapel Road
Decatur, GA 30034
Dear Mrs. West:
This letter serves as permission for you to conduct your research
in the DeKalb School District.
As you well know, our major focus in the school system is to
raise the level of student achievement, therefore, you are
expected to adhere to the following criteria:
1. There must be an anonymity of the school system personnel
that may be used in the research.
2. You cannot interfere nor take away any instructional time of
students and teachers.
3. A completed copy of your research should be filed with my
office.
You will be under the directions of Dr. Null Tucker, Research and
Evaluation, and Dr. Vivian McMillan, Testing. Please contact
Dr. Tucker at 292-6613, and Dr. McMillan at 297-2317, when you
are ready to begin your research.
Please let me know if I can be of further help.
Yours truly,
Edward L. Bouie, Sr.
Associate Superintendent
ELB:ocb
Copy to Dr. Tucker
Dr. McMillan
THESCHOOL CANNOTUVEAPARTFROM THECOMMUNITY
2,
